February 11, 1983 LB 59

SENATOR CLARK: Senator Warner, on the anendnent.

SENATOR WARNER: Again, M. President, | rise to oppose the
anendnment being placed on LB 59. The issue here |Is only one,
as | understand it, should be addressed and that |s whether
0z' not the state should absorb what | believe is still a
fifty-four or fifty-five mllion dollar reduction in revenue
by virtue of the Tax Recovery Act of 1981 during the next

ei ghteen nont hs, seventeen nonths, we are in February. This
is kind oi an experiment | guess |n the Legislature setting
atax rate. | am atterEpting to address the issue on the same
basis that a Board of Equalizatlon sets the rate. They do
not have the option of trying to address inherent inequities
that the Legislature has established In basic law. They only
deal with rates. |I think we, If we az'e going to do this,

al so ought to only deal with rate in this issue. | am not

I n di sagreenent, you see, with those who plead there are
sone inequities and that is why | refer to LB 27. We have
tal ked about the cozporate tax. Let ne suggest another
inequity that involves individuals which is one that specifi-
cally was addressed in LB 27 In part and that was the fact
that the rate picks up, a rate change picks up all the |oss
of revenue caused by basic adJustnments in the federal |aw
other than the federal rate. | think that is not right but
that is howthe laws currently stand. Moresignificantly

I RAs which only affect individuals also affects the zate
that we will set or the Board of Equallzatlon woul d have

set had they been doing it in that the individual who util-
izes an I RA reduces his state income tax |load at the ex-
pense of the one who does not or cannot because we are
raising a fixed amount of revenue froma |aw that has been
passed by this Legislature. And | woul d hope that those
who are interested in the Legislature setting the rate,
those who are interested in the Board of Equalizatlon set-
ting the rate would keep in nind that rate setting has his-
torically been a separate procedure with a couple of excep-
tions where we were involved but histori ally it has been
merely a rate setting procedure in wiich wdid not address
substantive | aw changes. | think if you start the route

of maki ng substantive changes as the," relate the rate you
change the whol e concept that we have used for determ ning
the rates for twelve years irregardl ess of who sets it.

I't has never been a cozzcern before when thc Board of Equali za-
tion set the rate whether or not there were inequities that
were not being addressed at the sane tinme and | amnerely
taking the position | think that shoul d be retai ned, that

we adJust rate and rate only and If thez'e are inequities
that need to be addressed that inequity exists at 16, 18,
20, 22. It is inmmterial .hat the rate is If there is a
basic inequity that needs to be addressed. | would urge

the body would reJect the anmendnent at this point, recog-



